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DETAILED ACTION 

This is in response to amendment filed on 8/04/05 in which claims 1-28 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 
As amended claim 1 recites "each server has a programmable rule associated with it. 
The programmable rule define a triggering event. When that triggering event occurs, the cache 
server request an update." Applicant argues that "Challenger decribes a push-based system. In 
Challenger, it is the origin server and the the cache server that initiates update. . . As a 
consequence, all cache servers are updated at the same time. Such systems are useful when all 
cache servers are to have identical content." However, Challenger clearly teaches maintaining a 
plurality of systems by running a trigger monitor on each configured node (See col. 30, lines 31- 
50, If the trigger monitor is maintaining multiple systems, it is possible that the object exists in 
some but not all caches. . .To handle this cases a slave trigger monitor is run on each configured 
node). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and w^as published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 
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5. Claims 1-3, 5, 8-10, 13, 19-21, 23,26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 102(e) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,256,712 to Challenger et al. 

a. As per claim 1 and 19, Challenger et al teaches a method for enabling the generation of 
an updated web-page in a cache, said method comprising: a method for updating webpages 
stored in a plurality of caches, each cache being associated with a corresponding cache server 
(See col 8, lines 46-50), said method comprising: Implementing programmable rules executing 
on each of the plurality of cache servers, each programmable rule defining a triggering event 
associated with its corresponding cache server (See col. 30, lines 31-50), the occurrence of the 
triggering event being indicative of an obsolete portion of said a web-page stored in said 
corresponding cache server (See col. 29, lines 20-23); detecting an occurrence of a triggering 
event at a particular cache server selected from the plurality of cache servers : in response to the 
occurrence of said triggering event, causing said particular cache server to request an update of 
a corresponding obsolete portion; and receiving an updated portion of said web-page for storage 
at said particular cache server (See col. 28, lines 63-67 and col. 29, lines 1-51). 

b. As per claim 13, Challenger et al teaches a web-serving system comprising: a plurality 
cache servers each having a corresponding cache memory; and a cache manager in 
communication with said corresponding cache memory for controlling content of said 
corresponding cache memory (See col. 8, lines 46-47), said cache manager being configured to 
execute a programmable script, said script being configured for detecting the occurrence of a 
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triggering event, and in response to detection of said triggering event, causing said cache 
manager to request and update of said content said first cache memory (See col. 29, Hnes 20-63); 

c. As per claims 2 and 20 Challenger et al teaches generating a web-page incorporating said 
updated portion therein and serving said web-page to a user (See col. 9, lines 2-8). 

d. As per claims 3 and 21, Challenger et al teaches wherein implementing said 
programmable rule comprises interpreting a script containing instructions for defining a rule (See 
col. 8, Hnes 12-22). 

e. As per claims 5 and 23, Challenger et al teaches wherein detecting said triggering event 
comprises detecting the receipt of an updated portion of said web-page (See col. 2, lines 59-60). 

f As per claims 8 and 26, Challenger et al teaches causing said particular cache server to 
request an update comprises establishing communication with an origin server and causing said 
particular cache server to request said update therefrom (See col. 30, lines 25-27), and receiving 
an updated portion comprises receiving said updated portion from said origin server (See col. 8, 
lines 17-20). (Cache manager is located at the origin server, See col. 7, lines 42-44). 

g. As per claim 9, Challenger et al teaches wherein comprising a cache memory element 
separate from said origin server (See col. 7, lines 12-14)), 
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h. As per claim 10, Challenger et al teaches comprising a cache memory element at said 
origin server (See cel. 7, lines 8-1 1). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for ail 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



7. Claims 4 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,256,712 to Challenger et ai in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,337,696 to Lindhorst et al 

a. As per claims 4 and 22, Challenger et al teaches the claimed invention as described 
above. However, Challenger et al fails to teach wherein detecting said triggering, event 
comprises detecting an elapsed time defined by said programmable rule. 

Lindhorst et al teaches a system and method for facilitating generation and editing of 
event handlers. Furthermore, Lindhorst et al teaches wherein detecting said triggering event 
comprises detecting an elapsed time defined by said programmable rule (See col. 2, lines 59-61) 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to incorporate detecting said triggering event comprises detecting an elapsed time 
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defined by said programmable rule as taught by Lindhorst et al in the claimed invention of 
Challenger et al in order to initiate and run the corresponding event handling software on the 
computer system (See col. 2, lines 56-58) 

8. Claims 6 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,256,712 to Challenger et al in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,337,696 to Nashed. 

a. As per claims 6 and 24, Challenger et al teaches the claimed invention as described 
above. However, Challenger et al fails to teach wherein requesting an updated portion of said 
web-page comprises formulating a database query to be carried out by a database engine. 

Nashed teaches a method and system for searching indexed information databases with 
automatic user registration via a communication network. Furthermore, Nashed teaches wherein 
requesting an updated portion of said web-page comprises formulating a database query to be 
carried out by a database engine (See col. 9, lines 11-17) 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to incorporate wherein requesting an updated portion of said web-page comprises 
formulating a database query to be carried out by a database engine as taught by Nashed in the 
claimed invention of Challenger et al in order to provide the new web page (See col. 9, line 18). 

9. Claims 7 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,256,712 to Challenger et al in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,449,636 to Kredo et al. 
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a. As per claims 7 and 25, Challenger et al teaches the claimed invention as described 
above. However, Challenger et al fails to teach wherein said web-page comprises, in addition to 
said updated portion, a plurality of constituent portions and said method further comprises 
providing an assembly script containing instructions for assembling 
said constituent portions and said updated portion into said web-page. 

Kredo et al teaches a system and method for creating a dynamic data file from collected 
and filtered web pages. Furthermore, Kredo et al teaches wherein said web-page comprises, in 
addition to said updated portion, a plurality of constituent portions and said method further 
comprises providing an assembly script containing instructions for assembling said constituent 
portions and said updated portion into said web-page (See col. 4, Unes 15-19) 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to incorporate said web-page comprises, in addition to said updated portion, a plurality 
of constituent portions and said method further comprises providing an assembly script 
containing instructions for assembling said constituent portions and said updated portion into 
said web-page as taught by Kredo et al in the claimed invention of Challenger et al in order to 
extract information an incorporate the extracted information in a single web page (See col. 1, 
lines 18-20). 



10. Claims 1 1-12 and 27-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
U.S. Patent No. 6,256,712 to Challenger et al in view of U.S. 



103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Patent No. 6,633,874 to Nusbickel. 
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a. As per claims 1 1 and 27, Challenger teaches the claimed invention as described above. 
However, Challenger et al fails to teach wherein collecting access-data indicative of how 
frequently said web-page is requested. 

Nusbickel teaches a method for improving the performance of a web service by caching 
the most popular (real-time) information. Furthermore, Nusbickel teaches collecting access-data 
indicative of how frequently said web-page is requested (See col. 4, lines 51-56) 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to incorporate collecting access-data indicative of how frequently said web-page is 
requested as taught by Nusbickel in the claimed invention of Challenger et al in order to update 
the hst stored in the database of most popular headings to cache based on access count 
information (See col 4, lines 59-61). 

b. As per claim 12 and 28, Challenger et al teaches the claimed invention as described 
above. However, Challenger et al fails to teach managing the content of said cache in response 
to said access-data. 

Nusbickel teaches a method for improving the performance of a web service by caching 
the most popular (real-time) information. Furthermore, Nusbickel teaches managing the content 
of said cache in response to said access-data (See abstract, lines 8-10). 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to incorporate managing the content of said cache in response to said access-data as 
taught by Nusbickel in the claimed invention of Challenger et al in order to keep the most 
commonly access information in cache (See col. 1, line 60). 
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11. Claims 14-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 
No. 6,256,712 to Challenger et al in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,633,874 to Nusbickel. 

a. As per claim 14, Challenger et al teaches the claimed invention as described above. 
However, Challenger et al fails to teach wherein a usage-monitor for collecting access-data 
indicative of the frequency with which a selected web-page is requested. 

Nusbickel teaches the Nusbickel teaches a method for improving the performance of a 
web service by caching the most popular (real-time) information. Furthermore, Nusbickel 
teaches wherein a usage-monitor for collecting access-data indicative of the frequency with 
which a selected web-page is requested. (See col 4, lines 51-56) 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to incorporate a usage-monitor for collecting access-data indicative of the frequency 
with which a selected web-page is requested as taught by Nusbikel in the claimed invention of 
Challenger et al in view of Teoman in order to update the list stored in the database of most 
popular headings to cache bases on access account (See col. 4, hnes 59-61) 

b. As per claim 15, Challenger et al teaches the claimed invention as described above. 
However, Challenger et al teaches fails to teach wherein said usage-monitor provides said access 
data to said programmable script, and said programmable script alters said content of said 
corresponding cache memory in response to said access-data. 
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Nusbickel teaches a method for improving the performance of a web service by caching 
the most popular (real-time) information. Furthermore, Nusbickel teaches wherein said usage- 
monitor provides said access data to said programmable script (See col. 4, lines 51-56) and said 
programmable script ahers said content of said corresponding cache memory in response to said 
access-data (See col. 3, lines 60-64 and See col. 2, lines 21-24). 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to incorporate teach wherein said usage-monitor provides said access data to said 
programmable script, and said programmable script alters said content of said corresponding 
cache memory in response to said access-data as taught by Nusbickel in the claimed invention of 
Challenger et al in order to return information to the end-user the quickest way (See col. 1, lines 
44-45). 

12. Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 
6,256,712 to Challenger et al in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,463,509 to Teoman et al as applied to 
claim 13 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,539,538 to Brewster et al. 

a. As per claim 16, Challenger et al in view of Teoman teaches the claimed invention as 
described above. However, Challenger et al in view of Teoman fails to teach a communication 
path between said programmable script and an administrator process, said communication path 
enabling said programmable script to receive instructions from said administrator process. 

Brewster et al teaches an intelligent information routing system and method. 
Furthermore, Brewster et al teaches a communication path between said programmable script 
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and an administrator process, said communication path enabling said programmable script to 
receive instructions from said administrator process (See col. 5, lines 28-31). 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to incorporate a communication path between said programmable script and an 
administrator process, said communication path enabling said programmable script to receive 
instructions from said administrator process as taught by Brewster et al in the claimed invention 
of Challenger et al in view of Teoman in order to download new scripts to the script interpreter 
engine. (See col. 5, lines 31-32) 

13. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 
6,256,712 to Challenger et al and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,449,636 to Kredo et al. 

As per claim 17, Challenger et al teaches the claimed invention as described above. 
However, Challenger et al fails to teach wherein said web-page comprises, in addition to said 
updated portion, a plurality of constituent portions and said method further comprises providing 
an assembly script containing instructions for assembling 
said constituent portions and said updated portion into said web-page. 

Kredo et al teaches a system and method for creating a dynamic data file from collected 
and filtered web pages. Furthermore, Kredo et al teaches wherein said web-page comprises, in 
addition to said updated portion, a plurality of constituent portions and said method further 
comprises providing an assembly script containing instructions for assembling said constituent 
portions and said updated portion into said web-page (See col. 4, lines 15-19) 
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It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to incorporate said web-page comprises, in addition to said updated portion, a plurality 
of constituent portions and said method further comprises providing an assembly script 
containing instructions for assembling said constituent portions and said updated portion into 
said web-page as taught by Kredo et al in the claimed invention of Challenger et al in order to 
extract information an incorporate the extracted information in a single web page (See col. 1, 
lines 18-20). 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Djenane M. Bayard whose telephone number is (571) 272-3878. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday- Friday 5:30 AM- 3:00 PM.. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rupal Dharia can be reached on (571) 272-3880. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Djenane Bayard 
Patent Examiner 




